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APPELLANTS' REPLY BRIEF UNDER 37 CFR 1.193 (b) 

This Reply Brief is being filed in response to new points of argument raised in the 
Examiner's Answer mailed April 20, 2007. Appellants respond to these new points of 
argument as follows. 
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The Applicant is satisfied with the arguments raised in the appeal brief, which have 
generally not been adequately addressed by the Examiner's Answer. Specific flaws in the 
Examiner's Answer are herein identified. 
I. Examiner's Answer 

A. Failure to disclose, teach, or suggest, either imp licitly or explicitly, all 

The Examiner's statements again are flawed. The Examiner opens the "Response to 
Argument" section on page 8 of the Answer by stating "DC flux in a transformer" is not a 
claimed limitation (this phrase was not used in remarks promoting allowance, but in Section D 
of page 12 of the appeal brief summarizing Kern). However, "wherein said current provided to 
said winding generates a magnetic flux that offsets a flux created by said DC current" is a 
claimed limitation. It is well established at law that, for a proper rejection of a claim under 35 
U.S.C. §103 as being obvious based upon a combination of references, the cited combination of 
references must disclose, teach, or suggest, either implicitly or explicitly, all 
elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. See, e.g.. In re Dow Chemical . 5 U.S.P.Q. 2d 
1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and In re Keller . 208 U.S.P.Q. 871, 881 (C.C.P.A. 1981). 

Both Kern and the claimed invention deal with a DC current present in line A that feeds 
into winding A in a transformer, with complimentary winding B and line B. Kern teaches 
sensing even harmonics (or some indicator of DC current) in line B and providing a DC current 
to line A that offsets/zeroes the DC current previously present in Line A. Kern basically 
eliminates the source of the DC flux, such that the solution leaves no DC current in any 
windings. The claimed invention provides current to windings to generate a magnetic flux that 
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offsets a flux created by DC current. For instance, the claimed invention may provide a 
winding C proximate to winding A and a current to winding C that generates a DC flux that 
offsets a DC flux generated by the DC current in winding A. Not all of this structure is 
claimed, but enough is claimed to patentable over the cited references. 

Kern fails to disclose the limitation, "wherein said current provided to said winding 
generates a magnetic flux that offsets a flux created by said DC current." Column 8, line 46 
through column 10, line 20 of Kern describe specifically how the even harmonic situation is 
addressed in Kern, which is summarized in lines 15-20 of column 10 of Kern, "these controller 
40 action serve to zero out the DC current injection entering the voltage transformer 26, which 
beneficially controls even harmonics." Kern does not teach or disclose current provided to said 
winding generates a magnetic flux that offsets a flux created by said DC current. Kern only 
discloses providing a DC current to a transmission line to zero out a sensed DC current in the 
transmission line. 

Further, Liu does not disclose mis limitation and the Examiner does not suggest that Liu 
discloses this limitation. The bottom of page 9 of the Examiner's Answer is further directed to 
this point. As the Examiner states, "Applicant also argues neither reference teaches applying a 
current to winding to offset a flux created by DC current." The Examiner makes no assertion 
that Liu discloses this claim limitation and goes into an explanation of Kern that basically 
asserts Kern uses an offset on a current going to the winding to mitigate a harmonic. Of course 
he does not assert Kern teaches, and Kern does not teach, providing a current to a winding to 
"generate a magnetic flux that offsets a flux created by a DC current" as required by the claims. 
Neither reference teaches this limitation and the Examiner is unable to articulate a prima facie 
obviousness argument because neither reference discloses this element. 
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As the limitation of generating "a magnetic flux that offsets a flux created by a DC 
current" is present in independent claims 1, 13, and 19, and is not present in any of the 
references, all three independent claims and the claims dependent thereon, claims 2-12, 14-18, 
and 20, should be allowed. 

B. Combination of References 

On page 10, the Examiner presents an argument for motivation to combine the 
references that is inconsistent with the articulated rejection on page 4 and insufficient to 
support a prima facie obviousness argument. As stated on page 4, Liu provides "a teaching of 
using switches for providing current into a winding of a transformer." But the Examiner states 
on page 10 that the use of switches of Liu would enable the control system "to output AC 
power to the loads." Is Liu being relied upon to provide current to the winding of a transformer 
or AC power to the loads? As stated on page 4, Liu provides "a current into a winding of a 
transformer . . . wherein the windings of the transformer of Liu generates a magnetic flux that 
offsets harmonic current in the transmission line." But the Examiner states on page 10, "Liu is 
not provided to teach the use of an active filter ... Liu is provided to support that one of 
ordinary skill in the art would recognize the use of switches as a known means to inject the DC 
offset signal in the transmission line." Is Liu being relied upon for the generation of a magnetic 
flux or for the injection of a DC offset signal? If Liu is being relied upon to show switches 
a known means for injecting a DC offset signal in the transmission line, where is the 
in Liu for injecting a DC offset signal in the transmission line? The proposed combination 
clarified by the Examiner further distinguishes the presently claimed invention. 
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Claim 1 requites "switches for providing a current into a winding of a transformer." 
The Kern DC offset adjust item 24 does not provide current into a winding and Liu is no longer 
cited for this purpose (Liu is being cited to show "a known means to inject the DC offset signal 
in the transmission line"), thus the Examiner proposed combination of the references fails to 
disclose all limitations of claim 1. Claim 1 requires "current provided to said winding 
generates a magnetic flux that offsets a flux created by said DC current." Kern does not 
disclose providing current to a winding to generate a magnetic flux and Liu is not cited for this 
purpose, thus the Examiner proposed combination of the references fails to disclose all 
limitations of claim 1. 

Claim 13 requires "providing a current into a winding of a transformer." The Kern DC 
offset adjust item 24 does not provide current into a winding and Liu is not cited for this 
purpose, thus the Examiner proposed combination of the references fails to disclose all 
limitations of claim 13. Claim 13 requires "generating a magnetic flux that offsets a flux 
created by said DC and harmonic currents resulting from the DC." Kern does not disclose 
providing current to a winding to generate a magnetic flux and Liu is not cited for this purpose, 
thus the Examiner proposed combination of the references fails to disclose all limitations of 
claim 13. 

Claim 19 requires "means for providing a current into a winding of a transformer." The 
Kern DC offset adjust item 24 does not provide current into a winding and Liu is not cited for 
this purpose, thus the Examiner proposed combination of the references fails to disclose all 
limitations of claim 19. Claim 19 requires "means for generating a magnetic flux that offsets a 
flux created by said DC and harmonic currents resulting from the DC." Kern does not disclose 
providing current to a winding to generate a magnetic flux and Liu is not cited for this purpose, 
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thus the Examiner proposed combination of the references fails to disclose all limitations of 
claim 19. 

The Examiner's argument regarding motivation seems inconsistent with the top of page 
6 of the Final Office Action, where the Examiner states "Kern as modified by Liu teach the 
mitigation of such harmonic and DC current would be through offset flux generated in the 
windings of the transformer." So, should the motivation for combining the references be 
changed again, the only point the Applicant was trying to make is that Liu did not disclose any 
method or system for offsetting DC currents or the flux created by DC currents. Liu only 
disclosed offsetting odd harmonics, which are not created by DC currents. Thus, one having 
ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to utilize Liu to replace portions of the Kern 
method of offsetting DC current. 

Liu is being improperly utilized. "If the proposed modification or combination of the 
prior art would change the principle operation of the prior art invention being modified, then 
the teachings of the references are not sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. In re 
Ratti, 270 F.2d 810, 123 USPQ 349 (CCPA 1959). Liu is an active filter, as admitted in the 
title of Liu. Liu does not inject an offset current into a transmission line. Yet Liu is being 
disclaimed for the former purpose and utilized for the latter. The revised utilization of Liu is 
improper. 
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In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner's rejection of the 
subject application be reversed in all respects. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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